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SENi\TE MINUTES
April 23, 1979
1249

1.

Remarks by Vice President and Provost Martin.

CALENDAR
2.

247 Proposal to Permit Eligibility for Graduation with
Honors by Students Enrolled in Bachelor of Liberal Studies
Degree (letter from Professor Talbott, Chair, BLS Committee,
4/5/79). Docketed in regular order. Docket 199.

NEW/OLD BUSINESS
3.

A special meeting of the Faculty Senate has been set for
Monday, April 30, at 3:00 p.m. in the Board Room to discuss
the Ed.D. proposal.

4.

Approved the creation of an M.A. major in Psychology.

5.

Approved membership of the Faculty Senate nominating
committee.

6.

Passed motion requesting a consultative session with
the Director of Security and the Director of Personnel to
discuss the problems of the availability of master keys and
of hiring and supervisory policies.

7.

Refused to reconsider action taken on Docket Item 191.
(see minutes 1245).

DOCKET
8.

244 196 Proposal Regarding Curricular Autonomy for the
School of Business (letter from Vice President Martin,
3/9/79). Approved.

'The University Faculty Senate met at 4:01p.m. April 23, 1979, in
the Board Room, Chairperson Harrington presiding.
Present:

Brown, Crawford, Gillette, Gish, Glenn, Harrington,
llcndrickson, Metcalfe, Richter, Schurrer, Schwarzenbach,
M. B. Smith, Strcin, Tarr, Thomson, Wiedcrandcrs

Alternates:

N. Vernon for G. A. Hovet, D. Hoff for D. Smith

Absent:

Wood (ex officio)

Members of the press were requested to identify themselves.
Moravec, Cedar Falls Record, was in attendance.
1.

Jeff

Vice President and Provost Martin rose and addressed the Senate.
He indicated that changes in emeritus status and in retirement
policies would be reported in the President's Bulletin. lie
stated that if the proposals for the M.A. in Psychology and
the Ed.D. are passed they would be sent to an interinstitutional
coordinating council before submission to the Board of Regents,
while the balance of the curricular package would be presented
to the Board of Regents at their May meeting.

CALENDAR
2.

247 Proposal to Permit Eligibility for Graduation with Honors
by Students Enrolled in Bachleor of Liberal Studies Degree
(letter from Professor Talbott, Chair, BLS Committee, 4/5/79).
Crawford moved, Metcalfe seconded, to docket in regular order.
Motion passed. Docket 199.

OLD/NEW BUS I NESS
3.

Chairperson Harrington informed the Senate that she was calling
a special meeting of the Faculty Senate for Monday, April 30,
at 3:00 p.m. in the Board Room to discuss the Doctor of
Education proposal.

4.

The Senate had before it the following document:
(Supporting curricular documents are on file in the offices
of the Deans and department heads.)
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U N I V E R S I T Y 0 F N 0 R T H E R N I 0 W A · Cedar Falls, Iowa

Office of Academic Affairs
AREA 319 273-2517

April 13, 1979

Professor Judith Harrington, Chair
University Faculty Senate
University of Northern Iowa
Dear Judith:
Enclosed herewith is the supplementary report to the University
Faculty Senate from the Graduate Counci 1 with the proposed new t.l. A.
major in Psychology.
A copy of the Regents Program Review Questions is also enclosed
for each member of the Senate for information.
There is also an 83-page document of Appendices which includes
information from other universities, vitae of the U~I Psychology staff,
course rationale, etc. This is a large, bulky document and rather
than reproducing a copy for each member of the Senate we have placed
four copies on file with the Secretary of the Senate for use of any
Senator who wishes.
As indicated in my letter of ~larch 30, 1979, I hope the Senate
will be able to consider this under old business at the April 23, 1979,
meeting so that, if approved by the Senate, it would still be possible
to make additions to the recommendations that are being prepared for the
May docket of the Regents.
Sincerely,

4-Mtf .LJ, }rfu:t-Fred W. Lott
Assistant Vice-President,
Academic Affairs
FWL:r
c:

Members of the Faculty Senate

Enclosures
(
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so6 1 3

Crawford moved, Tarr seconded, that the Senate approve the
proposal as presented. Motion passed.
5.

The Chair informed the Senate that she would be calling a
meeting of the Faculty Senate Nominating Committee (see
Senate Minutes #1247) after the results of the all-campus
elections have been ascertained. She stated that she planned
that the election of the new Senate Chair and Vice-01air
would be held at the May 14 meeting of the Faculty Senate.

6.

The Senate had before it the following memo:
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Senators:
I received this memo on 4/19/79. We will discuss its
contents under New Business on 4/23.
JFH

To:
Re:
From:

UNI Faculty Senate
Security at UNI
Don Wiederanders, Senator

A recent incident that took place at Price Laboratory School may indicate
a cause for concern throughout the university. A person with a considerable
police record (not parking tickets) had been hired to work in the buildings and
grounds department. Due to that person's inability to perform a required type
of work, he was transferred to a night custodial position at Price Lab School.
In this capacity, he was issued a general master~ to the building.
This person has not come to work since March 28. Though the key has been
recovered (on April 11 ), I am concerned that I learned about this only after a
major theft occurred here at the Laboratory School and that no official action
was taken to warn the faculty of our vulnerability. My second concern is that
if UN! has a personnel policy that allows this to happen, the faculty ought to
be informed so that we may take reasonable precautions.
I am reluctant to carry this further but tales of molested students compel
me to inquire: In what personal danger are we and our students placed, due to
lax or non-existent screening of university employees?
The university has what is referred to as "self-insurance". To my understanding that means, that if you have equipment or personal property stolen
from your classroom, laboratory or office, you can hope to have it replaced
through the budgetary process of the university. I don't know what recourse
you have if beaten or raped. I recognize this topic is related to faculty
welfare and could possibly construed to be within the parameters of collective
bargaining. Whereas, contract negotiations have been concluded for the next
two years, I felt that the Faculty Senate might wish to pursue the issue prior
to 1981. Should the Senate concur with my concern a possible course of action
would be to appoint an ad hoc committee. The committe might be charged with
responsibility to investigate UNI personnel policy and security programs at
UNI, as they relate to the welfare of the faculty and students.

-5-

Senator Wicderanders spoke to his memo g1v1ng the history of
the issue and voiced his concerns with personnel policies
of the University in relationship to faculty and student
property and welfare.
Wiederanders moved, N. Vernon seconded, that the Senate appoint
an ad hoc committee composed of faculty and students to
investigate UNI personnel policies and security programs
as they relate to the welfare of faculty and students and
that the committee report back to the UNISA Senate and Faculty
Senate.
Concern was voiced by some senators to the Senate tampering
with Personnel and Affirmative Action policies. Also public
declaration of a person ' s past record was viewed as being
discriminatory and not in the best interest of the individual's
rehabilitation.
Several Senators spoke to a simple lack of information
concerning this area and expressed a desire to secure
additional information concerning these university policies.
Senator GJenn suggested that the Senate invite the Director
of Security and Personnel to appear before the Senate to
answer any questions that the Senators may have.
Question on the motion was called.

Motion failed.

Crawford moved, Gish seconded, that the Senate request a
consultative session with the Director of Personnel and the
Director of Security to discuss the problems of the availability
of master keys, and the hiring and supervisory policies of
the University. Motion passed.
7.

The Senate had before it the following correspondence:
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U N I V E R S I T Y 0 F N 0 R T B E R N I 0 W A · Cedar Falls, Iowa

so6' 3

Department of Geography
AREA 319 273-2772

March 21, 1979

Professor Judith Harrington, Chair
University Faculty Senate
University of Northern Iowa
Dear Judy:
A rather delayed reading of the Senate minutes of the February 12 meeting
was met with the discovery of an issue decided by the Faculty Senate
apparently without sufficient deliberation.
The issue I am referring to is the motion passed concerning General Education Requirements for a second B.A. degree. The motion directs the Registrar
toassume that any bachelor's degree (incl. B.S., B.M., B.S.W., etc.) fulfill
the general education requirements. The reasons for this motion appear in
the memorandum from Leahy and Patton of the Registrar's Office to Dr. Lott.
I have been informed that the motivation was one of the difficulty the
Registrar's Office had in explaining the bases of additional requirements
to students seeking such second degrees.
I have several problems with the policy which was passed and would like to
see the Senate, in some way, reconsider and alter the policy. The problems:
l.

U.N.I. is awarding the second degree not the previously attended school
and thus it is our requirements which are relevant, not the other school's.

2.

The assumption that any other bachelor's degree fulfills the General
Education Requirements contradicts the facts. In every university I
have been associated with the other degrees (alternatives to the B.A.
or A.B.) exist because of significantly different, and usually less,
requirements for general education or liberal arts courses. Thus it
is possible under this policy for a student to gain a B.A. degree from
U.N.I. without being exposed to any of the areas w~ require. I believe
that such a degree would be intellectually fradulent.

3.

Degree requirements should not be set "for the convenience" of the
Registrar, but because of their academic value and relevance. In the
case of a policy such as the one I am referring to the potential for
misleading students, future employers, or other academic institutions
is great enough that U.N.I. should be fearful of lettlng the policy
stand.
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Professor Judith Harrington
Page 2
March 21, 1979

It is not my wish to force the Registrar to have to make extremely fine
distinctions. To accomplish the primary goals of the Registrar while
maintaining the integrity of the B.A. degree I would suggest the policy be
revised along the lines suggested below:
That any B.A. degree from a regionally accredited college
or university be accepted as satisfying all general education
requirements for students completing a second baccalaureate
degree at U.N.I. and that any other degree may be ruled to
fulfill the same requirements if the courses taken by the
student are comparable with the curren t general education
requirements at the University of Northern Iowa.
Sincerely,

C. Murray Austin
Associate Professor

sh

{,...
\
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Senator M. B. Smith indicated that the Senate was aware of
points 1, 2, and 3 at the time this proposal was originally
discussed and that the Senate did provide adequate consideration of this matter.
Registrar Leahy indicated that the impetus for this proposal
was not for the convenience of the Registrar but to provide
greater service to faculty and students. He also pointed
out that General Education programs change and that a person
who already holds a valid baccalaureate degree may be assumed
to be generally educated.
The Senate refused to take any action in reconsidering this
docket item. The 01air will contact the petitioner and inform
him of the action of the Senate.
DOCKET
8.

244 196 Proposal Regarding Curricular Autonomy for the School
of Business (letter from Vice President and Provost Martin,
3/9/ 79).

The Senate had before it the following communication:
(corre~pondence mentioned in Harrington memo is too voluminous
to publish here; for additional information consult Senate
Chairperson.)
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U N I V E R S I T Y 0 F N 0 R T H E R N I 0 W A · Cedar Falls, Iow4

)o6 1 3

Vice President and Provosr
AREA 319 273-2517

March 9,

1979

Professor Judith Harrington, Chair
University Faculty Senate
University of Northern Iowa
Dear Judy:
'l'his is a proposal to the Faculty Senu.te that it approve the
concept of curricular autonomy for the School of Business.
I presume that a motion to the effect that "the University
Faculty Senate approves submission of curricular proposals
from the School of Business Curriculum Committee directly to
the University Curriculum Committee in the same fashion as
the College Curriculum Committee" would suffice.
As you will probably recu.ll, I mentioned the prospect of this
proposal at a previous Senu.te meeting.
'l'he principal purpose
of this proposal is to bring the School of Business into line
with the accreditation requirements of the Americu.n Assembly
of Schools and Colleges of Business.
As you may also recall
from a previous announcement, we are prepared to yrant budgetary
autonomy to the School of Business because th&t is also necessary to meet accreditation requirements, in accordance with a
recommendation from an AASCB consultant.
This would mean that
for all practical purposes and functions the School of Business
would operate independently of what is now called the College
of Business and Behavioral Sciences, although it is obvious to
me that many important affinities and relationships would
continue to operate.
For example, there are some joint appointments, cross listing of courses, and a great deal of cooperation
in program offerings which should continue.
Another advantu.ge of this independence will be in the areu. of
recruitment because it is apparently very important to prospective faculty members in the field of Business to be housed in
an autonomous unit and that is of course reflected in the
u.ccreditation standards and requirements.
Recruitment has
been a very vexing problem for the faculty in Business and they
and Dean Morin have struggled heroically with this problem.
In sum, granting curricular autonomy to the School of Business
seems to be a reasonable and prudent step at this time alon<J
with budgetary autonomy which the administration is prepared

-10-

.. Professor Judith F. Harrington
19 7 9
Page 2

t1 arch 6 ,

to do, and then contemplating and deliberating u~on related
issues in the context of the evolution of the program in
Business, the progress we can make in accreditation in Dusiness,
and the judgments and preferences of others who would be
concerned and affected by developments in the School of Business.
I very much appreciate the high-minded way in which the faculty
and administration in the School of Business and the College
of Business and Behavioral Sciences have approached this
complicated issue and the patience and understanding of everybody who does not see any perfect solution.
(Incidentally,
that last category includes the author of ·this letter!)
The Executive Council of the College of Business and Behavioral
Sciences originally approved the concept of a College of
Business and after further deliberations and consultations has
not taken any further action.
I have met with the Executive
Council and discussed the matter with them.
There seems to be
agreement and an understanding that the Department of Business
Education would become a part of the School of Business at a
subsequent time and that matter should be acted on by the
University Faculty Senate of course.
I hope that the Senate will be able to take action on curricular
autonomy·for the School of Business before the end of this
semester.

Sincerely,

James G. Martin
Vice President and Provost
JGM: j
c:

President Kamerick
Vice President Stansbury
Dean Morin
Dr. Darrell Davis
Dr. ElVon Warner
faculty Senate
Council of Deans
Dr. Joanne Spaide
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U N I V E R S I T Y 0 F N 0 R T H E R N I 0 W A · Cedar Falls, Iowa
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University Faculty
University Faculty Senate

MEMORANDUM
To:
From:
Date:

University Faculty Senate
Judith F. Harrington, Chair
April 13, 1979

Re:

Docket Item 196, Proposal Regarding Curricular
Autonomy for the School of Business.

Attached are copies of numerous pieces of corre spondence
related to the School of Business proposal. Althou gh
there is much for you to read, I request tha t you r e vi ew
these letters and memos. To guide you, it appears that
three issues arc emerging:
1.

The Docket item itself pertains directly to
curricular autonomy. The current attachm ents
refer to this, as well. Dr. Martin re f ers
(on p.2 of Docket Item 196) to the possi b ility
that the Department of Business Education a nd
Office Administration would want to transf e r
affiliation to the School of Busi ne ss.

2.

There is a question of department a l re -a li gnment.

3.

The memo, April 11, 1979, sug gests an a lter native name fo r the College of Business and
Behavioral Sciences.

It appear~ that Dean Morin and the BBS Executive Council
want the Senate to consider issues 2 and 3 along with
issue 1.
You will need to decide how to proceed.
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Gillette moved, M. B. Smith seconded, that the University
Faculty Senate approve submission of curricular proposals
from the School of Business Curriculum Committee directly
to University Curriculum Committee in the same fashion as
the College Curriculum Committee.
Senator M. B. Smith asked if granting curricular autonomy
implied anything else, and queried if this had ramifications
with respect to budgetary autonomy.
Vice President and Provost Martin indicated that there was
a connection and that the University was prepared to grant
budgetary autonomy to the School of Business.
Several Senators questioned whether the granting of curricular
autonomy to the School of Business would set precedence for
the other schools in the University.
Senator Schurrer questioned whether this action would crente
greater competition for existing funds, and questioned where
any additional funding would come from to aid the School of
Business in their faculty recruiting.
Vice President and Provost Martin indicated the University
will try to fund staffing needs to meet accreditation requirements and expressed the belief that autonomy would help the
School of Business in faculty recruitment and retention.
Senator Metcalfe pointed out that even with curricular autonomy the proposals of the School of Business would have to
be presented to the University Committee on Curricula and to
the Faculty Senate for approval.
Senator M. B. Smith asked who would be the immediate supervisor of the Head of the School of Business if autonomy is
granted. The answer was Vice President and Provost Martin.
Several senators again voiced concern with precedence-setting
action, and recalled that four years ago the Senate had taken
action to create the School of Business to satisfy accreditation requirements and questioned if those accreditation
requirements are changing.
It was pointed out by Dean Morin that accreditation policies
and requirements due to case law actions have changed during
the course of the past four years.
Senator Schwarzenback pointed that to deny approval of this
request is to limit the growth and expertise of this school.
Senator D. lloff asked if the University can be flexible and
accept change and stated that he felt that the University
must to remain a viable institution.
Question was raised if it would be appropriate to rename the
School of Business the College of Business. Vice President
Martin indicated that the organizational unit of school was
-13-

acceptable for accreditation requirements and that at this
stage in the University's development the unit of school was
more appropriate.
Dean Morin encouraged the Senate to approve the motion as
presented. lie also encouraged the Senate to consider the
question of realignment for the Department of Business
Education.
Professor Bob Waller rose and addressed the Senate. He stated
that the last time the School of Business came before the
Faculty Senate they did not promise that there would be
no more changes requested in their status and that they were
at that time and still are direct in their request. He urged
approval of the motion, citing that the school is in a
desperate situation because of enrollment problems. He stated
that while the proposal, if approved, is not a panacea, it
is one piece of the puzzle they are trying to solve. He
requested that the question concerning the Department of
Business Education be taken up separately.
Senator Gish stated that the proposal was a "domino motion."
He stated that if the proposal is passed the other schools
within the University may also expect that curricular
autonomy be granted to them. He asked if the University
and the Senate were prepared to support the obliguti.on that
this motion sets in force.
Dean Hoops rose and addressed the Senate. He stated that
a school does not operate in a vacuum and the University
cannot afford to allow growth in an area to be stopped.
He stated that he did not know all of the merits of the proposal but that he was willing to accept the judgment of
the professionals in this area.
Senator Schwarzenback indicated that one either initiates
or reacts to change and he encouraged the Senate to take
the initiative.
Several Senators expressed the belief that it was important
to include the question of the status of the Department of
Business Education in its proposal. Senator Crawford stated
that she believed the proposal should be considered by itself
and that other issues be discussed at a later date.
Senator Wiederanders stated that if this proposal was going
to work it would cost rroney and requested information from
the administration as to the origin of that money.
Vice President Martin stated that the University will have to
allocate more rroney to the School of Business or turn students
away. lie stated he did not know how much money could be
secured but that funds would have to be sought through a
special needs appropriation from the legislature. He stated
that the University would have to allocate a substantial
portion of any enrollment growth monies to the School of
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Business.
D. Hoff moved, Schwarzenbach seconded, the previous question.
The motion passed on a vote of 13 yes, 4 no.
An immediate vote was held on the main motion.
passed with one dissenting vote.

'llie motion

Crawford moved, Glenn seconded, that the Department of Business
Education and Office Admjnistration be permitted to join the
School of Business.
M. B. Smith moved, Glenn seconded, to adjourn.
TI1e Senate adjourned at 6:05 p.m.

Motion passed.

Respectfully submitted,
Philip L. Patton, Secretary
These minutes shall stand approved as published unless corrections or protests are filed with the Secretary of the Senate
within two weeks of this date.
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